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Vive Charlie! 


Vive Charlie is a FREE to all, online satire magazine created in the 
wake of the horrific terrorist attack at the offices of Charlie Hebdo in 
January this year. 


If you are reading this, then you are probably one of the many that 
has supported this project by making a pledge through our Patreon 
page, and for that we thank you. Without your support this project 
would not be possible; as the time, resources, and costs required to 
deliver Vive Charlie would be out of reach. 


If you have not already signed up as a Patron and would like to, click 
this link. You can pledge as little as $1 a month. Pledging is easy and 
can be anonymous, you can pay by direct debit, Paypal or debit/credit 
card and can cancel at anytime. 


The money pledged to date covers around half of our monthly costs, 
so we are encouraging our readers to buy merchandise from our online 
shop. Most of the cost for the items available in our online shop go to 
the manufacturer, but we do receive £1.50 per item purchased. 


We would also encourage you to share our magazine on social media, 
with friends, and family. 


Once again, thank you for your generous support and enjoy issue 23 
of Vive Charlie. 
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2015 was the year of the hypocrite — like most 
years — however as | look back on the last 12 
months, all | see is monumental and jaw dropping 
stupidity from the great and the good all around us. 


We're nearly 12 months from that fateful day when 
two indoctrinated апа fanatical mentalists 
decided to seek revenge for a joke they didn't like 
by slaughtering 12 innocent cartoonists and 
members of staff from Charlie Hebdo magazine 
in Paris — a very dark day for those as passionate 
about free speech and expression as we are here 
at their tribute magazine, Vive Charlie. 
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The world's oily and useless politicians spotted 
the opportunity for free "good publicity" simply 
oozing out from the press and descended like 
locusts on Paris to publicly declare their affiliation 
to what ought to be one of the basic rights of 
humankind — the right to have a thought and 
express it without causing harm to others — whilst 
hurriedly scarpering back to their own foetid and 
undemocratic parliaments to clamp down on 
dissent and free speech as hard as they could 
without the voters rioting in the streets. 


Endless platitudes to "this is whatthe Weststands 
for” peddled to eager cameras and news crews 
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crews whilst gently tiptoeing around the millions 
of voters in their own countries and constituencies 
whoremained silent because they too had chosen 
(or been instructed) to take offence at a cartoon 
of a man from the Middle East born in the 7th 
Century. 


Step forward my villain of the year candidate, 
Simon Danczuk, the flip flopping UKIP inspired 
Marxist with a taste for ugly women and the bright 
lights of celebrity politics. No sooner were the 
AKAT shells falling on the floor at the offices of 
Charlie Hebdo, than up pops Simon, reminding 
us all that free speech and free expression are 
the very cornerstones of a modern civilised 
society. 

# 3 Simon Danczuk 5 


|7 Parliament standing in solidarity with people in France today. Barbaric attacks 
4 Y on free speech will not work. pic.twitter.com/qsWa43YBab 
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Until a mere two months later, to appease the 
crowd of thousands of angry Muslims assembled 
outside Downing Street demanding an end to free 
speech, he popped up on Twitter to remind us 
that “free speech is a privilege, not a right” at all. 
The duplicitous bastard. 
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For the record, free speech is not an 
unassailable right. It's a privilege to be 
treated with care 


He wasn't alone. 2015 has seen endless double 
standards by our great and powerful desperate 
to appease an ever growing electorate who don't 
actually want the very values this magazine was 
founded on. Scottish Police — a rare breed of Stasi 
decided that anyone making “offensive” 
comments about them managing to crash their 
helicopter into a pub in Glasgow, or a bin man 
with a penchant for passing out managing to 
slaughter pedestrians as they went about their 
business, would be hounded to an assisted 
suicide via the courts if necessary. 


Even now, people are receiving the knock on the 
door from the great “protectors” to remind them 
that speech is anything but free in this once fine 
land. 


Tweet 


Police Scotland © 


Please be aware that we will 
continue to monitor comments on 
social media & any offensive 
comments will be investigated. 


Whether it be Paul Gascoigne remarking that a 
security guard should smile in a dark theatre 
otherwise no one would see him, or Katie Hopkins 
commenting on the millions swarming over the 
Med to grab a slice of free everything, or indeed 
the very mention on Facebook that anyone born 
with Downs Syndrome would be better off not 
being born (yes, they actually arrested someone 
for this) the greatest surprise for me in 2015 has 
been the willingness of every Tom, Dick and Harry 
to simply shop their neighbours for thought crime. 
I'm old enough to remember when we were willing 
to go to great sacrifice to point out that in nasty 
places like Russia, you had to watch what you 
said or you'd be hauled off to the Gulag. Now? 
Beryl from accounts is busily checking your social 
media on a Friday night to see if you've made any 
remarks she can disapprove of and have you 
sacked/arrested/jailed by the end of the weekend. 
30 years ago, we'd have been laughing at her 
authoritarian rants at Hyde Park Corner. 


We've become a nation of nasty little sneaks, 
government lickspittles and informers, happily 
giving up the freedoms literally millions died for 
just two generations ago to gain some sort of 
preening righteousness — as if the filthy volunteer 
spies and informants of brutal authoritarian 
regimes were ever respected, even by the 
regimes — and our words are meticulously poured 
over and scrutinised for any semblance of offence. 
And it's become the norm to shop your colleagues 
and friends in the hope of climbing a little further 
up the greasy pole of Social Justice Warrior (21st 
Century edition). 


Our universities, once a hub of learning, are now 
a hub of telling. Where once you were taught how 
to think, you are now taught what to think. No one 
is safe as a tiny minority of misfits and mentals 
driven crazy with their newly bestowed powers to 


silence all before them even attack their old 
mentors who actually fought to give them the 
freedoms they now so happily abuse in the name 
of "equality". Here's the rub — we aren't equal. | 
can't run as fast as Usain Bolt, no matter how hard 
| train. l'm simply not built for it and Stephen 
Hawking is never going to climb Mount Everest, 
but the sheer simple and beautiful logic of this 
cannot be applied in today's upside down world. 
"We are all equal” is the mantra and woe betide 
anyone who points that out — just look at the flak 
South Park has been taking this year — and to get 
on and get up, you have to get down with the 
lowlifes who insist that you and | are every bit as 
good as Fred West or Rolf Harris. The race to the 
bottom. 


I'm rapidly coming to the conclusion that this is a 
fight we won't win and little by little, the lights of 
laughter, comedy, critique and yes, down right 
ugly and offensive thought and speech are being 
snuffed out by morons incapable of accepting the 
concept of individual thought. Our society, which 
has achieved so much for each and every one of 
us will slowly collapse into a silent, obedient and 
most tragically, unthinking dirge of collectivism — 
whether that be religious or political. The Internet, 
now 20 years old, will have to fight for its life to 
continue. Already, our latest Home Secretary 
(what is it with that job?) has declared that all our 
Emails and web browsing histories must be open to 
scrutiny for 12 months minimum, whilstother nations 
simply turn off social media and imprison offenders 
when they don't like what's being said on it. 


We have to fight on — if nothing else because if 
we don't our children and in turn theirs will once 
again have to live under the heel of the most 
powerful oppressors — unable to think, create, 
laugh, inspire or infuriate. No more questioning, 
no more innovation, just the cold grey goo of 
groupthink or diktats from above. Free speech 
takes courage, it takes commitment and it takes 
thought — hence the rabid pursuance of our 
"betters" to shut it down for the likes of you and 
| — and it's a battle we can't afford to lose. 


Now get out there and offend someone. Chances 
are, your existence already offends exactly the 
right people who need to be offended. Remember, 
as with all offence, it's their choice. Remind them. 
Often. 


Have a cracking 2016, | know | certainly will. 


SHEIK OF ROCHDALE, SIMON DANCZUK, IS SAFELY 
ESCORTED HOME BY SOME LOCAL RESIDENTS AFTER A 
NIGHT OUT ON THE LASH WHILST ROCHDALE FLOODED 


SEASONAL GREETINGS FROM ISLAM 


And in this world of Islam, 
we will spread it with the sword. 
Cutting throats around the 
world it's Jihad time 


It's Jihad time, infidels should 
be afraid. At Jihad time, we kill 
you and we take sex slaves 


SEASONAL GREETINGS FROM ISLAM 


But say a prayer, pray for the 
other ones. At Jihad time, it's 
hard unless you have a gun 


There's a world outside 
of Islam. And it's a world of 
dread and fear 


Where the only blood flowing 
Is the filthy unclean kafirs. And the Jihad 
guns that kill you, are the changing times 
of doom.Well thank Allah we’re Muslims, 

instead of Jews 


And there won't be snow 
in Palestine this Christmastime. 
The greatest gift they'll get 
this year is martyrdom 


SEASONAL GREETINGS FROM ISLAM 


Where nothing ever grows JIHAD 
No rain, nor rivers flow IS OUR 


Do they know 
\ its Jihad time at all? 


HERE'S TO JEWS, MAY ALLAH KILL EVERY ONE 
4 WE HATE THEM, UNDERNEATH THEIR IRON DOME 
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DO THEY KNOW IT'S JIHAD TIME AT ALL? 
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RULE THE WORLD, RULE THE WORLD, RULE THE | 
WORLD, RULE THE WORLD, RULE THE WORLD 
LET THEM KNOW IT'S JIHAD TIME AGAIN 


^ The best way to spread | 
Christmas Cheer is singing 
loud for all to hear 


Jingle bells, jingle Бей,” 
Jingle all the way. Oh! what 
fun it is to ride In a one 
horse open sleigh. 


I'm dreaming of a white ` 
Christmas, Just like the ones | 
| used to know 


Come on lads, 
lets beat the shit out of this 
racist, white supremacist 
bastard 


Allah's Big Book 


In the break we'll N 
having a bucket Golcs 
for all the infidels who've 

been flooded up North. 
Last time, we got 150 
gallons 2 


l've no idea 
what to get Jesus 
for his birthday 


Why not get him 
a big gold throne or 
maybe a big diamond 
encrusted cross 


Hmmm, you see 
Jesus is a fussy fucker 
and can get a bit arsey if 
| get him expensive 
gifts 


Well, you are the 
almighty, | am sure the 
simple task of choosing 
a gift is within your 
powers 


I’m telling you lads, 
if dad gets me another 
fucking Lynx deodorant set 
for my birthday I’m going 
to nail myself to a 
bloody cross 


What did your 
dad get you for your 
birthday this year? 


DAVID CAMERON TODAY PAID A FLYING 
VISIT TO THE NORTH OF ENGLAND TO 
OVERSEE THE WIDESPREAD FLOODING 
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Oh look, 
j Northerners float. 
| Maybe we can use them 
as life rafts in the 
refugee crisis? 
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sure if video games are haram? 


Had a hard day 
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Relax with a Quran approved game straight from Mecca - "Rock the Hussy". 


Play as a holy man and carry out the holy mission: Stone the immodest girls 
whilst avoiding harming the good subjugated Muslim women in burkas. 
What could be more holy? May your violent God go with you. 


Pat Condell - We Want The Truth 


Website: www.patcondell.net Twitter: @patcondell 
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Paul Joseph Watson Paul Joseph Watson 


Islam is NOT a religion of peace. Anyone who Top 5 Libtard Fails of 2015 
still claims this in 2015 is either stupid or lying. 


Yep that's right he actually said this and wrote an article, 
which The Independent graciously published, so we have 
a record of what an asshole Vadim really is. We are not 
providing a link to his article, because it's horse shit. 


‘THE COURT OF 
PUBLIE OPON 
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Y We object strongly to N 
being summoned to this 


Court. My client has already | 
been found innocent of rape. 


We have established through 
private evidence and oodles 
of cash, that he stumbled 
and his penis accidentally 
penetrated a teenage 


Yeah, yeah, yeah, next you 


be telling me that Islam is the Religion N 


of Peace, Muhammed flew to the Moon 
on a winged horse and the Sun sets in 
a murky pond at the end of 
the flat Earth... 


By David Paxton 


PART 1 - KILL/CAPTURE 
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On the 27th Мау 1942, іп the culmination of 
Operation Anthropoid, Reinhart Heydrich was 
attacked in Prague by Czechoslovakians Jozef 
Babcik and Karel Svoboda. He died 6 days later 
in hospital thus rendering the operation asuccess. 
Heydrich had recently earned the sobriguet "The 
Butcher of Prague’ to go with his others, "The 
Hangman”, "The Blond Beast”, and the “Young 
Evil God of Death”, and he was one of the key 
architects of the final solution. His death meant 
that he never got to sit at trial in Nuremberg with 
his colleagues. 


l invite you to ask yourselfif the following statement 
sounds reasonable: 


Heydrich’s assassination was yet another tragedy 
on a tragedy. The Holocaust was a tragedy. And 
so it will go on and this will just make the world 
more dangerous and worse and worse and worse. 


When it was revealed that Jeremy Corbyn said 
something almost identical about the killing of 
Osama bin Laden, many were keen to clamber to 
his defence and much of that defence was abject 
nonsense. There are perhaps objections to my 
above analogy based on scale of crime but it is 
the other possible objections to it that | wish to 
examine. 


Here is what Corbyn said: 


This was an assassination attempt, and is yet 
another tragedy, upon a tragedy, upon a tragedy. 

The World Trade Center was a tragedy, the attack 
on Afghanistan was a tragedy, the war in Iraq was 
a tragedy... 


This will just make the world more dangerous and 
worse and worse and worse. The solution has got 
to be law, not war. 


Even if you happen to believe that a trial was a 
better outcome than his death in his bedroom, it 
doesn’t render many of the objections to what 
happened either well reasoned or moral. 
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Thewiderreaction to the killing, including Corbyn's 
effort, is a telling case-study in the lengths so many 
are willing to go to in their attempts to demonstrate 
sophistication-via-masochism. The tactics of 
soldiers were second guessed without realistic 
alternatives being proposed, laypeople suddenly 
become legal experts of the sort happy to 
contradict legal experts and, of course, with it 
came the ubiquitous and self-flagellating cries of 
'we are no better than the terrorists'. There was 
a lot of it, from various quarters, and | shall 
endeavour to unpack it here. 


In this, Part 1, | shall discuss the legal/military 
context, the raid itself, and the decisions that were 
made. In Part 2, | shall examine in detail people's 
objections, including Corbyn's, the objections to 
the objections, and the subsequent debate. 


War, What is it Good For? 


The three basic principles of lawful warfare had 
long been necessity (violence as a last resort), 
distinction (targeting the right people), and 
proportionality (not killing the wrong people). Very 
few would argue that the nation was not justified 
in using force to protect itself from Osama bin 
Laden and his movement, bent on suicidal acts 
of mass murder. 


Bowden, Mark (2012-10-16). The Finish: 
The Killing of Osama bin Laden (p. 69). 
Atlantic Books Ltd. 


Bowden presumably wrote this before he had 
heard of Jeremy Corbyn and his many supporters. 
The raid on Osama bin Laden's compound was 
a use of military force against a military target. If 
you agree that it was legitimately so, almost all 
the objections people have expressed fade away. 
If however you think it illegitimate, then you have 
some arguing to do. 


Key to this debate therefore, is whether or not you 
agree that the American stance taken after 9-11 
is legitimate. 


is legitimate. Namely, that in seeking to hunt down, 
and degrade the capabilities of Al-Qaeda and 
associated terror organisations, they were able to 
call it a war or at least treat it as such. This is an 
interesting and complicated discussion. 


The difficulty in persuading some people of this 
legitimacy lies in their accepting the idea of being 
at war with non-state actors. Here, from a BBC 
documentary titled 'Shoot to Kill' which examined 
the circumstances surrounding the British SAS 
killing of three IRA members in Gibraltar, is an 
interview with the then Ulster Unionst MP Enoch 
Powell. 


Enoch Powell: 

What happened in Gibraltar was a catastrophe. 
The catastrophe was this, there was at no time a 
car bomb in Gibraltar. Nevertheless three human 
beings were shot to death by soldiers, although 
those human beings were neither in possession 
of arms, nor in possession of the means of 
detonating a car bomb had there been one. Now 
that seems to me to be in itself a catastrophe and 
an event for which there must be responsibility. 
And responsibility must be taken at a visible level 
and at a visible point, both to Parliament and to 
the public of Britain. 


Tom Mangold: 

Is it not frankly an unpleasant but perhaps 
necessary solution to kill those who we confident 
are engaged in offensive operations? 


Enoch Powell: 

Well I am astonished that the proposition should 
be putforward that because a person is suspected 
of preparing to commit a crime, therefore he should 
be shot without trial. 


Tom Mangold: 
But surely what happened is just a dilemma of the 
war that's being fought against terrorists? 


Enoch Powell: 

It's really using metaphorical language to talk 
about the war against terror. People do go around 
and say ‘why don't we declare war on the IRA?’ 
The answer is the IRA isn't a thing upon which 
war can be declared. It is not a nation state. And 
if you were to make it a nation state, and say we 
are going to treat you as a nation, and recognise 
you as a nation, and declare war upon you, then 
you 


would in fact have installed the IRA in the very position 
in which they seek to obtain by means of terror. 


The above excerpt constitutes a fine argument 
againstthe use of military force in anything beyond 
supporting police actions under civil law. It does 
however have limitations when applied to Islamic 
terrorism as opposed to that of the Irish 
nationalism. 


Spain, the United Kingdom (including Gibraltar), 
and the Republic of Ireland are all advanced 
western nations and part of the European Union 
(then the European Economic Community). There 
is effective domestic policing power to call on in 
these places. The use of military personnel in that 
conflict was always under normal civil law and 
there wasn't really a point where this was 
ineffective enough to warrant attempts to work 
under the laws of armed conflict. 


Some are stuck on Powell's dilemma that without 
a recognised nation state you cannot go to war. 
If you adhere to this view you are effectively 
suggesting that many direct threats are beyond 
any measures atourdisposal. Whatuseis Western 
civil law and policing actions in Taliban controlled 
Afghanistan? Even in Pakistan in 2011, to force 
US operations to function under Pakistani 
domestic units and laws or to delegate the action 
to them entirely isto mean a target such as Osama 
bin Laden is unlikely to be seriously troubled. How 
can you have trust in the operational security? 


Before you even get to a legal argument about 
whether you can use military force, under laws of 
armed conflict and against non-state actors, you 
have to provide a strategy to deal with threats in 
the more conventional ways you deem acceptable. 
If you cannot then you have to take ownership of 
the fact that you're essentially rendering an 
effective response impossible. That would indeed 
be tragic. The law might be an ass but we should 
ensure it isn’t impractical to the point of also being 
murderously ineffective. 


Military action against non-state actors has a long 
history. Soon afterthe independence ofthe United 
States their Congress authorised their president 
to "cause to be done all such other acts of 
precaution or hostility as the state of war will justify" 
against the Barbary Pirates. In the modern era 
this is becoming ever more common. 


According to Benedetta Berti, a fellow at the 
Institute for National Security Studies (INSS), of 
the 260 peace agreements signed between 1975 
and 2011, 196 ofthem were between a state and 
a non-state actor. Such conflicts are now a fact of 
life and our notion of war and peace has to adapt 
to deal with this. 


More Americans died in the September 11 attacks 
than in the attack on Pearl Harbor, a day that saw 
America at war with the Japanese Empire and 
Germany. Terrorists flew American Airlines 77 into 
the Pentagon, a military target, they flew American 
Airlines 11 and United Airlines 175 in the two 
towers of the World Trade Centre, which 
constituted an economic target as well as a mass 
civilian-casualty attack. United Airlines 93 was, to 
the best of our knowledge, intended to crash into 
the White House or the Capitol Building, both 
government targets. An organised terrorist group, 
with support from at least one government of a 
nation state attacked the government, commerce, 
and military of the United States of America. 


With the above in mind are we seriously to suggest 
that a response to the attacks must be limited to 
civil law because Al-Qaeda are not a recognised 
nation state? 


On the 12th of September the NATO Council 
resolved that "if it is determined that the attack 
against the United States was directed from 
abroad, it shall be regarded as an action covered 
by Article 5 of the Washington [NATO] Treaty". 


On the 14th September Congress passed the 
Authorization for Use of Military Force Against 
Terrorists (AUMF) which constituted the 
President's legal justification for the ‘War on Terror’ 
and which did so in terms of ‘self defence’. 


Military action againstAl-Qaeda and those plotting 
terror attacks against America therefore became 
a matter of self-defense and became legal under 
U.S. law. | am immediately wary of anybody 
declaring certainty about international law as it is 
an evolving and often untested body. However, to 
the extent that we can ever be certain about it, the 
use of military force against Al Qaeda by NATO 
appears legal. 


Michael Scheuer, ex-Head of CIA Bin Laden Unit 
said of the Bin Laden of 2011: 


He was far more than a figure head, he was 
controlling, or at least participating, in the planning 
of operations or the conduct of operational 
activities 


The laws of armed conflict, once invoked, mean 
that combatants like Osama bin Laden can be 
killed wherever they are found. If his compound 
had been bombed it would have been legal under 
the laws of the United States and international 
law. The foreknowledge of children at the 
compound might have raised questions regarding 
proportionality but a raid by ground forces does 
not. | say this was not an abandonment of the rule 
of law, if you disagree | think the least one should 
expect is the name of the law which has been 
broken. 


There are solid arguments against declaring war 
on terrorist organisations. The concept of war 
without end, the risk of declaring too many people 
military targets too easily. These are dangers and 
they are to be observed and mitigated where 
possible, but alone they do not make military force 
unreasonable. Unless you are saying that we must 
treat all threats from non-state actors as requiring 
policing actions rather than military ones do you 
not have a responsibility to also show how these 
should work and be effective? 


This debate is complicated, and it warrants much 
further discussion. There are points of confusion 
where some military rules don’t reflect our reality, 
for example, what is a ‘combatant’ in the rules of 
armed conflict when a Jihadist doesn’t wear a 
uniform? However, | am happy to move on under 
the assumption that you won't be suggesting that 
a jihadist must wear a uniform before we can kill 
him. | am also content that | have established why 
the raid on Bin Laden's compound should rightfully 
beseenasanmilitary operation under military law. 


Targeted Killing 


Some of the objections to both the raid on Osama 
bin Laden and drone-based missile strikes stem from 
anobjectionto targeting specificindividuals. It seems 
that to some people there is a moral difference 
between being at war and killing members of the 
enemy armed forces wherever we find them, and 
with agreeing to kill somebody whose name we 
already know. What then is the difference between 
an 'assassination and an effective military strike 
beyond the fact that one is deemed illegal? 


Having established why we should, as far as law 
and tactics are concerned, consider ourselves at 
war with Al-Qaeda, | struggle to see much 
distinction. | can understand that there are valid 
concerns about how easily and how widespread 
we chose to apply the idea of terrorist 'suspects' 
being deemed ‘enemy’. Factors such as their 
location, the level of evidence (they aren't wearing 
uniforms), their nationality, all apply. And with 
these come a valid slippery slope argument. 


Having established why we should, as far as law 
and tactics are concerned, consider ourselves at 
war with Al-Qaeda, | struggle to see much 
distinction. | can understand that there are valid 
concerns about how easily and how widespread 
we chose to apply the idea of terrorist 'suspects' 
being deemed ‘enemy’. Factors such as their 
location, the level of evidence (they aren't wearing 
uniforms), their nationality, all apply. And with 
these come a valid slippery slope argument. 


Once again this can become a complicated moral 
discussion, especially at the margins. However, 
is it really complicated when we consider Osama 
bin Laden? He wasn't a US citizen, he was 
technically without a nationality, the case against 
him as a threat was overwhelming and 
conclusively proved as correct after his death with 
the intelligence the SEALs gathered, and he had 
declared himself to be an enemy of the United 
States. In addition to these reasons, Osama bin 
Laden was a leader. He was tactically important 
to Al Qaeda and also important in terms of 
reputation and morale. 


Precedent for the deliberate targeting of a specific 
and important person in war is found in the U.S. 
targeting and killing of Japanese Admiral Isoroku 
Yamamoto. Who wishes to state that this outcome 
is in any way tragic? And if not, how is it different 
from the raid on Osama bin Laden? 


| am reminded of the justification provided by the 
fictional President Walker in The West Wing for 
the killing of a terror leader: 


International law has no prohibition against any 
government, superpower or otherwise, targeting 
terrorist command and control centers. And Abdul 
Shareef was a walking command and control 
center. 


Such an extreme justification was required in this 


immediate threat and was protected by diplomatic 
immunity. However it is a well phrased justification 
for why, if we are for some reason unable to 
consider Osama bin Laden as an unlawful enemy 
combatant, it is still valid to attack. His continued 
insistence of directing and requesting terror 
operations made him a clear threat and, via self- 
defence, a legitimate target. 


Kill/Capture 


For the special forces soldiers the only 
extraordinary things about the raid of May 2nd 
2011 were the fame of the target and the location 
of the compound. The latter being not only in 
Pakistan but in Abbottabad and therefore near a 
Pakistani military academy. 


The actual raid itself is of an identical type to the 
literally hundreds that each team member would 
have personally undertaken. Under the command 
of General Stanley McChrystal, and as part of the 
surge in lraq, the Joint Special Operations 
Command (JSOC) had been mounting high- 
tempo operations for years. Individually, a special 
forces soldier on a post-surge Iraq tour could 
expect to go out on raids at least once a night. 
JSOC collectively, especially after the tactics were 
spread to other theatres including Afghanistan, 
had conducted many thousands. These kill/ 
capture raids, conducted at their very high 
frequency, proved dramatically effective їп 
downgrading the capabilities of the organisations 
they were targeting. 


This is to say that the tactics and conduct of such 
a raid were very well established. All evidence of 
the raid we have available suggests these were 
adhered to on that night. Therefore, those second- 
guessing the conduct should be aware that to have 
done it differently would mean they are suggesting 
inventing some new way of mounting an operation 
of this nature. The chances are, they are doing 
this from a position of ignorance. 


ABritish S.A.S officer, who mounted hundreds of 
such raids underthe command of JSOC, explained 
to me that: 


We and the Americans had a saying, 'they have 
a vote’. If they want to come quietly they can. If 
they don't, we can't make them. But the mission 
is clear and one way or another, they are going. 


Often on such raids the process ofa ‘call out’ would 
occur. The team would literally call over a 
loudspeaker for the targets to come outside to be 
arrested. If they refused or put up resistance the 
building was either bombed or itwas subsequently 
cleared out by the operators. What didn't happen, 
and certainly could not when in the planning of the 
Bin Laden raid they gave themselves a 30 minute 
minimum time for a Pakistani military response, 
was to do what would be usual in a civil situation 
and mount a siege. In the case of Bin Laden, 
resistance was put up. To adapt the 
aforementioned saying, they voted. 


Even under domestic policing laws, immediate 
danger to those surrounding them is enough for 
a law enforcement officer to use deadly force. With 
Osama bin Laden, the king of suicide bombers, 
the man who loved death more than we loved life, 
the threat was clear and apparent. This was clear 
before the raid, in an interview with Mark Bowden, 
President Obama said: 


Our basic attitude was that, given his dedication 
to his cause, the likelihood of surrender was very 
low. We also knew that there would always be the 
possibility of him strapping on explosives and 
tryingtotake outa team with him. So Ithinkpeople's 
general attitude was, if he's going to surrender, 
he better be naked and on the ground. Had that 
occurred, then we would have arrested him and 
held him. | won't go into all the details of what 
those various steps would have been, but 
ultimately, we would have brought him to justice. 
We would have brought him back here. 


Bowden, Mark (2012-10-16). The Finish: 
The Killing of Osama bin Laden (p. 190). 
Atlantic Books Ltd. 


The above description of circumstances for 
capture mirrors almost exactly the legal advice the 
SEAL team were provided before embarkation. 


From Mark Owen and Kevin Maurer's book, No 
Easy Day: The Only First-hand Account of the 
Navy Seal Mission that Killed Osama bin Laden: 
A lawyer from either the Department of Defense 
or the White House made it clear this wasn't an 
assassination. "If he is naked with his hands up, 
you're not going to engage him,” he told us. “ат 
not going to tell you how to do your job. What we're 
saying is if he does not pose a threat, you will 
detain him." 


The threat during the raid was also clear. The 
following are further quotes from No Easy Day 
demonstrating the fear of imminent danger: 


It had probably been about five minutes since we 
hit the ground, and now twenty-four guys were 
swarming the compound. At least two charges 
had blown and, coupled with the helicopters, we 
knew they had heard us coming. Without a doubt, 
we figured the occupants of the compound would 
now be prepared to defend themselves... 


...As he started toward the stairs, which were 
directly in line with the door, AK-47 rounds tore 
throughthe glass above the door, narrowly missing 
him. I rolled away as the bullets cracked justinches 
over my head. The first rounds always surprise 
the shit out of you. | could feel pieces of glass hit 
my shoulder. *That is not a suppressed weapon," 
| thought. It was easy to tell who was firing, since 
we had  suppressors on our weapons. 
Unsuppressed rounds meant enemy fire. 
Someone inside had an assault rifle. Aiming chest 
high, he fired a blind barrage. He was a caged 
animal. There was nowhere he could go and he 
knew we were coming. 


... The door cracked open slowly, and l could hear 
a woman's voice calling out. That didn't mean we 
were safe. If she was coming out with a suicide 
vest on, we were dead. This was Bin Laden's 
compound. These were hisfacilitators. Shots were 
fired, so we knew they were willing to die to protect 
him. 


...We had no idea what to expect. By now, Bin Laden 
or whoever was hiding inside had plenty of time to 
get a weapon and prepare a defense. Since the only 
way up was through a spiraling staircase, we could 
easily get bottlenecked. 


... The only one left was Bin Laden. But | pushed 
those thoughts out of my head. It didn't matter who 
it was on the third deck. We were possibly walking 
into a gunfight, and most gunfights at this range 
only last a few seconds. There was no margin of 
error. 


The people in the compound were part of a jihadist 
organisation made famous by the use of suicidal 
warfare. Even then, they had a vote and they voted 
by firing atthe soldiers on the raid. When people then 
call what happened in the compound a 'summary 
execution' what do they actually mean? What would 


Jeremy Corbyn have wanted 'an attempt to arrest 
him" to look like? 


There might well be gradations in the emphasis 
between the ‘kill’ and the ‘capture’. Both are legal 
however. Even if the individual target in question 
is prioritised as a potential source of information 
and thus better taken alive, the soldiers on the 
ground still have full control over whether to kill or 
not. In short, you can prioritise capture but you 
can never guarantee itor orderitto be guaranteed. 
It is the soldier on the ground to decide based 
upon his appreciation of the threat and made in 
the split-seconds he has available. If the enemy 
is making clear attempts to surrender and is doing 
so in such a way that it is clear they no longer 
remain a threat, then shooting them is against the 
rules of war. There is absolutely zero evidence 
that this transpired on that night and plenty of 
evidence against it. If it had it would have gone 
against Bin Laden's previous statements and 
against the fact that the firing at the compound 
was initiated by Bin Laden's men. 


Corbyn said: 


there was no attempt whatsoever, that | can see, 
to arrest him, to put him on trial, to go through that 
process. This was an assassination attempt and 
is yet another tragedy upon a tragedy upon a 
tragedy. 


Thousandsofthese raids have taken place against 
military targets in Iraq and Afghanistan, was it ok 
then or was each raid merely an 'assassination 
attempt and a 'tragedy'? Is it something about 
Osama bin Laden that makes it more conducive 
to a civil policing operation? Does this mean that 
those of you who class this as a tragic 
abandonment of the rule of law would refuse, if it 
were possible, to go back in time and approve one 
of the missile strikes on Bin Laden that President 
Clinton passed up before 9-11? 


If going into Pakistan and undertaking this 
operation, in this way, is a tragedy for you what 
should they have done? Asked the Pakistan police 
and intelligence to do it? What do you think the 
chances of Bin Laden being caught and tried were 
inthose circumstances? Are you saying we cannot 
target active terrorist leaders and strike them in a 
military manner? Or are you suggesting the U.S. 
should have gone in, surrounded the compound, 
called for a surrender and waited for the Pakistani 


the Pakistani army and F 16s to show up? Perhaps 
you think the U.S. forces were right all the way up 
until they got onto Bin Laden's floor in the 
compound and the mission only then became 
tragic because they didn't run in with billy clubs 
and tasers, notcaring thathe was potentially lethal. 


You need to say it, you need to explain to those 
that actually made decisions, or to people like 
myself who are convinced they were the rightones, 
what you would have done so we can begin some 
ridiculing and second guessing of our own. 

Bin Laden had a vote. He had a vote for over a 
decade and he never turned himself in but instead 
kept plotting and directing terrorism. He kept voting 
'no' right up until the moment of his death. The 
night he died he had men with him, commanded 
by him, whosprayed automatic fire atthose coming 
for him. He had a vote and he was taken on his 
word that he probably wouldn't be taken alive. He 
didn't signal surrender, he didn't come quietly, he 
didn't lie down clearly showing no devices, and 
he didn'thave his hands on his head. As ithappens 
he poked his head around a doorway to look for 
people who themselves were half expecting to be 
shot or blown up at any moment and he was shot 
himself. 


Bin Laden talked and played a big game and this 
ishowthegamefinishedforhim. And itwas entirely 
down to him. If he wanted a trial he could always 
have had one. If you are one of those that wish 
he had had one you should explain how we were 
to realistically ensure that it could have happened 
or accept it as but a minor disappointment. By no 
reasonable measure is it a ‘tragedy’, let alone one 
to be compared with 9-11, but if you insist that it 
is, it is a tragedy all of his own making. 
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Here at Vive Charlie we wholeheartedly support Skip Licker in his petition WE а 
to make the Moon a safe space. Please sign this very important petition. EB 
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Prime Minister of the United Kingdom and Leader 
of the Conservative Party David Cameron MP. 


change.org/skiplicker/petition 
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If vou take awav mv 
platform to get things 
banned, mv life would 

be empty & meaningless 


Ban people from setting up petitions on 
Change.org to ban things they disagree with 


oocial Justice Warriors just love setting up and 
participating in online petitions to get things banned, get 
people sacked or generally get their own way, because 
they are intolerant insufferable assholes who mistake 
their fascist leanings as moral superiority and virtue. 


o0 justto piss them off lets try and getthis petition going 
viral. The very of existence of such a petition will have 
them frothing like demented animals. 


"p €" change.org/petions/banSJWs 
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I will not be 
delivering a Christmas 
message because | don't 
want us to move into 
religious politics 
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Eid Mubarak to all mv Muslim friends 
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Vive Charlie! 
редове of the Year 
Vosmninees 


7 Nive Charlie! 
Asshole of the Year 
2015 Nominees — 


GEORGE 
GALLOWAY 


ANGELA. 
MERKEL 


JEREMY 
CORBYN 


Voting for Asshole of Year 2015 is simple. Vote 6 stars 
for your stand out nominee, 5 stars for your 5 star 
asshole of the year and so on, down to 1 star. 


Voting ends on 20th January 2016 and Vive Charlie will 
announce the winner in Issue 24 and create a t-shirt to 
commemorate the 2015 winner of this prestigious award. 


(Ocausticbob has a wonderful habit of offending everyone. 


Whether you're black, white, yellow or brown. Male, female, 


gay, left wing, right wing, racist or stupid; You're a target... 


Winter in the White House 


President of the United States, Barack Hussein Obama, 
having just finished a long series of negotiations with the 
prime minister of Israel, wanted to go for a casual stroll 
through the White House Rd He called up to his wife, 
Michelle, and suggested they go for a walk. They bundled 
up as it was winter and Washington D.C. was cold and 
snow covered. 


As they were enjoying the majesty of the snow-covered 
ardens, Mr. Obama sees, to his horror, the words "Obama 
ucks' written in yellow on a snow bank. He says to Michelle, 

"| will get to the bottom of this. | will And the racist bastard 

who insulted me!” 


President Obama calls in the Attorney General, Eric Holder, 
and demands, “Find out who did this! | don’t care what it 
takes or what it costs!” 


After a week Holder comes back and hands in his report 
to the president. “Barry, we have been successful in 
determining the culprit of the heinous racist act. | have bad 
news, worse news and even worst news.” 


Holder continues, “The bad news is that those foul 
disgusting words were written in urine. The worse news is 
that we determined through DNA analysis that the urine 
belongs to Benjamin Netanyahu.” 


Obama can't believe his ears! “1 am going to nuke those 
kike bastards!” He pauses then continues, “Eric, if that’s 
the bad and worse news, what's the even worst news?” 


“Well sir, the even worst news is that, after analysis by 
the world’s Foremost experts, the handwriting is Michelle’s.” 
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LEFT'S 


REPLACEMENT 


Muslims are the new Jews, time to get rid of the old Jews 


Daniel Greenfield, a Shillman Journalism Fellow at the David Horowitz 
Freedom Center, is a New York writer focusing on radical Islam. 


. , @Sultanknish (9 sultanknish.blogspot.com (43 FRONTPAGE 


Muslims are the new Jews. You can find this 
offensive claim repeated everywhere in the 
media. The Jews, a small ethnic minority of 
millions that was stateless for thousands of 
years, are a terrible analogy for a global Muslim 
population of 1.6 billionand around 50 countries 
that do not comprise a single ethnicity or race. 
Comparing the two makes as much sense as 
comparing the Finns to all of Asia. 


The only thing the Muslims and the Jews have 
ever had in common is that the former 
conquered, persecuted and enslaved the latter. 
Any religious similarities are the product of 
Muslim cultural appropriation of Jewish beliefs 
and any cultural similarities are the result of 
Muslim colonization. 


Comparing Jews to Muslims makes as much 
sense as comparing Jews to Nazis. But the media 
began making the argument that the Jews are 
the new Nazis from the very moment that the 
stateless Jews got their first state since Rome 
and its allied Arab invaders had destroyed the 
last one. 


every day. 


In this twisted historical revisionism, the Jews, a 
beleaguered minority hanging on to a country 
slightly bigger than Fiji, who have spent the last 
40 years cutting pieces off their small slice of the 
world to hand over to the region’s massive 
Muslim majority in the hopes of being left alone, 
are the new Nazis. 


And the Muslim billion ruling over vast territories 
where human rights for non-Muslims are rarer 
thanhen'steeth, where non-Muslim populations 
decline year after year as they are forcibly 
converted or are forced to flee their Muslim 
oppressors, are somehow the new Jews. Orwell 
would have wept. 


The new Nazis are the Jews, who freed hundreds 
of terrorists to try and restart negotiations with 
Muslim terrorists. And the new Jews are the 
Muslims who behead, enslave, rape and bomb 
their way across the region. The Jewish Nazis 
have killed about4or5 Muslimterrorists a month 
on average this year. The new Muslim Jews in 
Syria alone account for a death toll of over 100 


The analogy makes no sense. But that hasn't 
stopped the media from embracing it anyway. 
The media compared the Syrian migrants to 
Joseph and Mary at the inn. When that social 
media meme got old after about 5 minutes, it 
was time to compare them to Holocaust 
survivors fleeing the Nazis. 


One analogy made as much sense as the other. 
The media had already made it an annual 
tradition to break out the Joseph and Mary 
analogy every Christmas to attack Israel. Now 
it doubled down on it to attack Americans. But 
Joseph and Mary were Jewish natives of Israel. 
They weren'tforeigners. And today it'sthe media 
that insists Jews shouldn't be allowed to stay in 
Bethlehem or any part of the West Bank. The 
innkeeper in this analogy is Obama. 


Herod was the foreigner ruling over Israel, the 
son of an Idumean father and a Nabatean Arab 
mother, you might think of him as the Obama 
of the day, while driving the Jews out of their 
own country. Herod's father had allied with an 
Arab ruler who controlled what is today Syria 
and Saudi Arabia, in an alliance against the next- 
to-last Jewish king of Israel. Herod had the last 
Jewish king of Israel killed. The Jews persecuted 
by the Arab Herod aren't the Muslims of today. 
The Muslims of today are Herod. 


The Nabateans and Idumeans (according to the 
Greek historian Strabo they were both Arabic 
peoples) had been expanding westward into 
Israel much the way that their descendants are 
expanding into the West today. The Idumeans 
promised to integrate into the Jewish nation, but 
instead massacred its people and eventually 
took over the country through treachery and 
terrorism, and destroyed it. 


There may be an analogy there for Muslim 
migration to the West, but the media wouldn't 
touch it with a pole the length of the Atlantic. 


Today, Joseph and Mary might be aJewish couple 
who are told by the European Union that they 
aren't allowed to live in Givat Hamatos, near 
Bethlehem, because there is no room for Jews 
in the West Bank. Or a German couple in a small 
rural town forced out of their home by the local 
authorities to accommodate the flood of Syrian 
Muslim migrants who are beginning their 
colonization of the country. 


There'salways"roomattheinn"for Musliminvaders 
who have colonized and displaced the local 
population. But there's never any room available 
for their indigenous non-Muslim victims. 


The media howls that the Syrian Muslim 
migrants are just like the Jews fleeing the 
Holocaust. But the Jews were a stateless people 
who were suffering genocide atthe hands of the 
majority. The Syrian Muslims are not stateless, 
they're Syrians, they're not a minority, they're 
the majority, and they're notsuffering genocide, 
they're the ones perpetrating it. 


The worst actors in the Syrian Civil War are Sunni 
Muslims. Some Sunni Muslim groups, such as 
ISIS, are fighting other Sunni Muslims for power 
and territory. But Sunni Muslims as a group do 
not face genocide. They're the majority. It's 
Yazidis and Christians facing genocide at the 
hands of Sunni Muslims. 


The Jews had no Jewish State to go to during the 
Holocaust. Sunni Muslims have over forty 
countries to choose from. If they want land area, 
they have over 30 million square miles to pick 
from. That's a territory that is ten times the size 
of the United States. There's plenty of room for 
them all. 


The only valid historical analogy involving Arab 
Muslims, Jews and the Holocaust is the one that 
Netanyahu was shouted down for making. The 
Arab Muslimssympathized with the Nazis. Notonly 
did the Mufti of Jerusalem play a vital role in 
encouraging Hitler's genocidal plans for the Jews, 
but after the war Nazi butchers found safe harbor 
in Muslim countries. Many converted to Islam. 


The one thing that both sides in the Syrian Civil 
War agree on is that the Nazis had the right idea 
about the Jews. The Muslim Brotherhood's 
Sheikh Qaradawi spoke approvingly of Hitler and 
hoped for a Muslim Holocaust of the Jews, "The 
last punishment was carried out by Hitler. By 
means of all the things he did to them - even 
though they exaggeratedthisissue -he managed 
to put them in their place. This was divine 
punishmentforthem. Allah willing, the nexttime 
will be at the hands of the believers." 


Butthat didn't stop the White House from rolling 
outtheredcarpetforhisdeputyafewyearslater. 


On the Shiite side, Assad Sr. had threatened to 
wreak the "apex of the Israeli Holocaust”. 
Hezbollah boss Nasrallah had boasted that, "If 
they (Jews) all gather in Israel, it will save us the 
trouble of going after them worldwide.” 


In a pre-war poll, 77% of Syrians had expressed 
support for Hamas whose goal is the 
extermination of the Jews. Hating Jews and 
wanting to kill them is the one thing that brings 
Shiites and Sunnis together. 


But hate doesn't have to be as obvious as Assad 
or Qaradawi. The constant claims that Muslims 
are the new Jews carry with them a whiff of 
progressive replacement theology. The old Jews 
have been found wanting. Setting up a country 
and defending it against Muslim terrorism made 
them bad victims. The Muslims are superior 
replacement victims. They have the right to 
Israel and to Jewish history. 


Ishaan Tharoor at the Washington Post, whose 
meme popularized the obnoxious appropriation 
of Jewish history by claiming that Muslim 
migrants are just like the Jews fleeing the 
Holocaust, lectures Jews that Muslim threats to 
kill all the Jews are “not like the Holocaust.” 


The left insists that Jews have no right to their 
own history. Like Bethlehem and Jerusalem, it 
belongs to the Muslims. The Holocaust may not 
be invoked to protest the Muslim murder of Jews, 
but must instead be invoked to enable the 
Muslim murder of Jews by bringing millions of 
supremacist bigots who think that the Holocaust 
was one of the best things that ever happened 
to Europe and the United States. 


The Арі anti-Semitic poll ratings for Muslim 
refugee countries are 9296 for Iraq and 8796 for 
Libya. Those numbers somehow manage to be 
even worse than those of Saudi Arabia which 
only scores 7496. 


The final act of one people replacing another is 
genocide. Just ask Herod or Mohammed, whose 
final deathbed wish was that Jews and Christians 
should be purged from Arabia. Or ask the latest 
pundit explaining why Jews can't live near 
Bethlehem, but Muslims must be broughtto live 
in New York. 


Muslims are not the new Jews. And the idea that 
Muslims have replaced the Jews and are entitled 
to appropriate their land and history for their 
own use is not only anti-Semitic, it's genocidal. 


Tweet your captions to OViveCharlieMag 
- we will pick our favourite and the winner 
Will win one of our new commemorative 
Vive Charlie mugs. 


REST IN PEACE 


Philippe Honore 
Elsa Cayat 
Bernard Maris 
Michel Renaud 
Mustapha Ourrad 
Ahmed Merabet 
Frederic Boisseau 
Franck Brinsolaro 
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To help reduce our 
welfare expenditure next year | 
will be introducing zimmer frame, 
wheelchair and walking stick taxes. l'm 
also encouraging local authorities to 
introduce a ‘falling down fee’ so any old 
buggers avoiding taxes by discarding 
the new taxable items will pay 
through this tax instead. 
Happy Christmas 


I'm still having sleepless ы 
nights because (һе Tories absolutely N 

loved Hilary Benn's speech supporting 
their proposals to bomb the shit out of my | 

friends in Syria. I'll sort that prick out, | 

think I'll replace him in the New Year 

with my old shagging partner, 
Diane Abbott 


I’m here today to 
show my support for my 
persecuted brothers and 

sisters in Palestine 


It's inhumane how 
the Zionists have walled 
them in and treat them 

like animals 


It'S good to 
see you support 
our cause of wiping 
out the Jews 


| think you've 
misinterpreted my placard, 
| want to free Palestine, not 
wipe out the Jews 


Why on earth 
would you not 
want to wipe out 
the Jews? 


Because 
I’m Jewish 


That's one Jew 
closer to our goal of 
wiping them out 

completely 
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Happy 
New Year 


infidels 
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We have been 
spreading Islam by the 
sword for 1400 years. You 
didn't think that would 
change in a single 
month did you? 
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Ме have been 
spreading Islam by the 
sword for 1400 years. You 
didn't think that would 
change in a single 
month did you? 
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We have been 
spreading Islam by the 
sword for 1400 years. You 
didn't think that would 
change in a single 


month did you? 
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We have been 
spreading Islam bv the 
sword for 1400 vears. Vou 
didn't think that would 
change in a single 
month did you? 


SUNDAY MONDAY TVESDAY WEDNESDAY THURSDAY FRIDAY SATURDAY 
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spreading Islam by the 
sword for 1400 years. You 
didn't think that would 
change in a single 
month did you? 
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"Lettre aux escrocs de 
l'islamophobie qui font 


le jeu des racistes" 


By Stéphane Charbonnier 


Stéphane Charbonnier, editor of Charlie Hebdo, finished writinga short book: Lettre 
aux escrocs del'islamophobie qui font le jeu des racistes (Letter to the Islamophobia 
Frauds Who Play into the Hands of Racists) two days before he was murdered. Here 
is an extract translated by John Lichfield. 


Really, the word "Islamophobia" is badly chosen 
ifits supposed to described the hatred which 
some lame-brains have for Muslims. And it is not 
only badly chosen, it is dangerous. From a purely 
etymological viewpoint, Islamophobia ought to 
mean "fear of Islam" — yet the inventors, 
promoters and users of this word deploy it to 
denounce hatred of Muslims. But isn't it odd that 
'Muslimophobia', or just "racism", isn’t used 
instead of "Islamophobia". 


Why has this word taken over? From ignorance, 
from idleness.. but also because those who 
campaign against Islamophobia don't do so to 
defend Muslims as individuals. They do so to 
defend the religion of the prophet Mohamed. 


Racism has been present in every country since 
the scapegoat was invented. There will probably 
always be racists. The answer is not to make 
police raids on the minds of our fellow citizens, 
searching for the least spark of racism. The 
answer is to stop racists from formulating their 
nauseating opinions publicly, from demanding the 
"right" to be racist, from expressing their hatred. 


In France, racist language was set free by Sarkozy 
and his debate on national identity. When the 
most senior authority in the state speaks to the 
cretins and swine and says, "Let it all hang out, 
guys", what do you think the cretins and swine 
do? They start saying in public what previously 
they had only roared at the end of drunken family 
meals. 


Racist language — which pressure groups, 
politicians and intellectuals had managed to corral 
in the space between the mouth of the 


xenophobe and his kitchen door — has escaped 
into the street. It flows through the media and 
sullies che networks of social media. 


So, yes, we are in the middle of an explosion of 
racist behaviour — yet the word "racism" is used 


only timidly, and is on the way to being supplanted 
by "Islamophobia" And the campaigners for 
multiculturalism, who try to foist the notion of 
"Islamophobia" on the judicial and political 
authorities, have only one aim in mind: to force 
the victims of racism into identifying themselves 
as Muslims. 


The Fact that racists are also Islamophobic is, I’m 
afraid, irrelevant. They are, first and foremost, 
racists. By attacking Islam, they are targeting 
foreigners or people of foreign origin. But by 
Focusing only on their Islamophobia, we are 
minimising the danger of racism. The anti-racist 
campaigners of old are in danger of becoming 
overspecialised niche retailers in a minority form 
of discrimination. 


Tocombatracism is to combatall forms ofracism. 
To combat Islamophobia is to combat — what 
exactly? Is it a means of suppressing all criticism 
of the religion? Or is it a way of resisting hatred 
of Muslims because they are of foreign origin? 
While we are arguing over whether it is racist to 
say that the Koran is nonsense, the racists are 
laughing up their sleeves. If, tomorrow, all the 
Muslims in France converted to Catholicism — or 
gave up religion completely — the racists would 
not blink an eye. Foreigners, or French people of 
Foreign origin, would still be the source of all evil. 


Take Mouloud and Gérard. Both are Muslims. 
Mouloud is of North African origin. Gérard is of 
European origin. Both go after the same flat. 
Which has the best chance? The one with an Arab 
face or the one with a "Frenchy" face? The flat 
would not be refused to the Muslim. lt would be 
refused to the Arab. Or take the example of 
Mouloud and Abdelkader. Both are Muslims. Both 
are foreign. Both have better sun tans than 
Gérard. Mouloud doesn't have a bean, Abdelkader 
is a millionaire. Which one would be refused the 
lease on the flat? The Muslim or the millionaire? 


To be scared of Islam is, doubtless, cretinous, 
absurd and lots of other things but it is not a 
crime. You can, equally, express your fear of 
Christianity or Judaism without interrupting the 
slumbers ofan investigating magistrate orsetting 
the judicial machinery rumbling. Believers are 
often scared of one another's religions. They have 
been told that their own is the best in the 


world — no, not the best, the only one. But by 
proclaiming that their own sacred texts are the 
truth, they are implying that all the others are 
fbs. It's easy to imagine that a believer could be 
scared by the idea that mostpeople might convert 
to a false religion. Or, more likely, that the 
competition might pinch all the customers. 


However, a sacred text only becomes dangerous 
when a fanatical reader decides to apply his bed- 
time reading literally. You have to be really naïve 
to take at face value the founding texts ofall the 
great religions. You have to be psychopathic to 
try to do what they say in your own home. In 
short, the problem is neither the Koran nor the 
Bible (both of them being boring novels, 
incoherent and badly written). The problem is the 
believer who reads the Koran or the Bible like an 
instruction leaflet for a set of Ikea shelves: "IF | 
don't cut the throat ofthe infidel, God will banish 
me from Club Med when | am dead.” 


Take any cookbook and declare it to be the Truth. 
The result? A bloodbath. Your neighbour makes 
gluten-free pancakes because he has an allergy? 
The sacred Book doesn't mention it. Burn your 
neighbour, he is a blasphemer! He puts too much 
butter on the bottom of his cake tin? Kill him! 


It would never enter the minds of communists 
to call anti-communists "communismophobes" 
or to demand that they are prosecuted for anti- 
communist racism. However much you twist 
reality, you will never get the world to say that 
there is a "communist" race. Equally, there is no 
"Islamic" race. In France today, communism is a 
minority viewpoint which is mocked, sometimes 
violently, by the faithful defenders of the all- 
conquering pro-market liberal mode. Now, unlike 
God, it is hard to deny that Marx or Lenin or (the 
Former French Communist Party leader) Georges 
Marchais ever existed. But it is not a blasphemy, 
nor racist, nor communismophobic to dispute 
the validity of their writings or their sayings. 


Equally, in secular France, all religions are just a 
collection of texts, traditions and customs which 
anyone is entitled to criticise. To put a clown's 
nose on the face of Marx is no more outrageous 
or scandalous than to put the same conk on the 
face of Mohamed. 


A non-believer, however hard he may try, cannot 


blaspheme. God is only sacred to those who 
believe in God. To insult God, you have to believe 
that God exists. The strategy of the 
multiculturalists disguised as anti-racists is to 
muddle blasphemy and Islamophobia, 
Islamophobia and racism. Still, the word 
"Islamophobia" would not have enjoyed its 
glittering success without the complicity — often 
the stupid complicity — ofthe mainstream media. 
Why have they grabbed hold ofit so quickly? From 
laziness, from love ofthe new and forcommercial 
gain. They have no anti-racist motives in 
popularising the word "Islamophobia" On the 
contrary. 


To put it simply, any shock-horror story with the 
word "Islam" in its headline is a good seller. And 
ever since 9/11, the media have loved to shove 
on the stage that fascinating and terrifying 
character, the Islamist terrorist. Why? Because 
Fear sells. The fear of Islam sells. And the Islam 
which scares people is the only Islam which the 
mass public sees. 


Often, what the mass media present as news 
about Islam is just a caricature. But then, there 
are few protests from the organisations 
dedicated to hunting down Islamophobia. On the 
other hand, if radical Islam is actually 
caricatured — and openly caricatured — the 
Islamophobe-hunters shriek with anger. To get 
yourname into the media, itis less risky to attack 
a little player like Charlie Hebdo than to criticise 
the big TV channels or news magazines. 


Charlie Hebdo published caricatures of Mohamed 
long before the scandal of the Danish cartoons 
(in 2006) and, ever since then, its illustrators 
have been described as caricaturists. But please 
note that the illustrators of Charlie Hebdo had 
previously been described — and described 
themselves — as "journalistic illustrators”. 
Caricature is one way of commenting on the news 
but there are other ways of illustrating events. 
There is nothing shameful about caricature but 
the obsession with this word show how the mass 
public was led to view the work of Charlie Hebdo. 


As | said, Charlie Hebdo drew the Muslim prophet 
long before the scandal of the Danish cartoons. 
No organisation or journalist expressed their 
horror. A few individuals sent complaining letters. 


Thats all. No demonstration, no death threats, 
no terrorist attacks. lt was only after the 
denunciation and exploitation of the Danish 
cartoons by a group of Muslim extremists that 
caricaturing the Prophet began to detonate 
hysterical crises in the media and among Muslims 
(though the media came first). 


So when Charlie Hebdo re-stated the right of a 
cartoonist to comment on religious terrorism by 
republishing the Danish cartoons, the media 
spotlight turned on to our satirical magazine. 
Charlie Hebdo was declared also to be a potential 
target of the religious loonies. The media decided 
that republishing the cartoons would provoke 
Muslim Fury — and therefore provoked the fury 
of a few Muslim groups. But it was fake anger in 
some cases. When the microphone was shoved 
in their faces, the spokesmen had to react. They 
had to show the more excitable members oftheir 
Flock that they were true defenders of the faith. 


The drawing that showed Mohamed with a turban 
in the shape of a bomb became the best known. 
Not everybody interpreted it in the same way, 
but everyone could read it because there was no 
caption. Its critics decided that it was an insult 
to all Muslims: to put a bomb on the Prophet's 
head was to say that all believers were terrorists. 
But there was another interpretation that did 
not interest the mass media. (lt was not 
scandalous and it did not sell newspapers.) To 
show Mohamed wearing a bomb on his head could 
be an attack on terrorists for exploiting religion. 
In this scenario, the drawing said: "Look at what 
the terrorists are doing to Islam; look how 
terrorists who claim to be followers oFMohamed 
see the prophet." 


What's more, just because people say Islam is 
the second most practised religion in France, chat 
doesn't mean all immigrants from Muslim 
countries are Muslims: remember that in 2010, 
a study by the INED (Institut national d'études 
démographiques) showed 2.1 million people in 
France considered themselves to be practising 
Muslims, but these figures are never cited by the 
multiculturalists who continue to speak, 
according to their mood, about six, eight, 10 or 
even 13 million Muslims in France! Religion is not 
transmitted genetically as the multi- 
culturalists — and the far right — would have us 
believe. 


However, why do the cartoonists of Charlie 
Hebdo, who know that their drawings will be 
exploited by the media, by the retailers of anti- 
Islamophobia, by far-right Muslims апа 
nationalists, insist on drawing Mohamed and 
other "sacred" symbols of Islam? Simply because 
the Charlie Hebdo drawings do not have the vast 
majority of Muslims as their target. We believe 
that Muslims are capable of recognising а tongue- 
in-cheek. By what twisted argument should Islam 
be less compatible with humour than other 
religions? 


IF you argue that you can laugh at everything, 
except certain aspects of Islam — because 
Muslims are much more sensitive than the rest 
of the population — aren’t you practising a kind 
of discrimination? And if so, isn't it time to do 
away with the disgusting paternalism of the 
white, bourgeois, left-wing intellectuals who 
want to At in with "the poor and the miserable 
and under-educated"? 


They're educated, you see, and 
obviously understand that Charlie 
Hebdo is meant to be funny — 
because, for one thing, they're very 
intelligent and, for another, they 
were brought up that way. But out 
of respect for people who have not 
yet learned about tongues in cheeks, 
they condemn from a sense of 
solidarity these — "Islamophobic" 
cartoons which they pretend not to 
understand. "| bring myself down to 
your level to show how much | love 
you,” they say. "And if | have to 
convert to Islam to be even closer 
to you, | will do it!” Such ridiculous 
demagogues are driven by an 
endless need for approval and an 
outrageous superiority complex. 


People who accuse Charlie Hebdo 
cartoonists of Islamophobia each 
time they draw a character with a 
beard are not just dishonest or 
hypocritical. They are supporting so- 
called radical Islam. IF you draw an 
old man committing a paedophile 
act, you are not casting aspersions 
on all old men. You are not saying 
that all old men are paedophiles; or 


that all paedophiles are old men. Apart from a 
Few imbeciles, no one would accuse a Charlie 
Hebdo cartoonist of doing any such thing. The 
drawing shows an old paedophile. That's all. 


The front page of the Charlie Hebdo edition 
devoted to the Danish cartoons is a magnificent 
illustration of this point. The drawing by Cabu 
shows a bearded man in a turban holding his head 
in his hands. He is either angry or he is crying. 
Perhaps both. The speech bubble says: "It's tough 
being loved by cretins.” The headline above says: 
"Mohamed overwhelmed by fundamentalists.” 


Mohamed is complaining about the attitude of 
his Fundamentalist followers. That's clearenough. 
And yet Charlie Hebdo was violently accused of 
calling all followers ofthe Prophet cretins. Charlie 
Hebdo drawings are not just misunderstood by 
the ignorant. They are re-drawn by very clever 
people who want to mutilate their meaning. 
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Vive Charlie! 


LEST WE FORGET] 
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